The Unemployment Insurance (UI) system-consisting of 53 UI programs ran by 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands-provides temporary financial assistance to workers who lost their jobs involuntarily, with the objective to help them sustain their quality of life and make efficient job choices. Unemployed workers may file a UI claim and, depending on statespecific UI eligibility requirements, may qualify to collect a certain number of weekly benefit payments during the claim that expires 1 year after it was filed. Benefits are drawn from the UI Trust Fund, which in most states is exclusively financed through an employer tax. Although many recipients find jobs while collecting UI and remain employed for long periods, others are not able to do so and experience unemployment soon after their claim's expiration. These recipients may return to the UI program and start collecting benefits on a new claim; this article refers to this phenomenon as "repeat use of UI."
Repeat users are likely to be recipients with a less stable attachment to the workforce, either because of lack of necessary skills and job search resources to find a sustainable job or because of the cyclical nature of their work. Repeat use also may be a result of moral hazard-some recipients may not exert the job search effort required to find sustainable work, relying on the insurance provided by the program. An important consequence is that repeat users collect benefits on multiple claims, so they impose a potentially substantial burden on the UI Trust Fund. Although high prevalence of repeat use would have important implications for the effectiveness and solvency of state UI programs, previous research has largely ignored the issue.
This article fills this research gap by examining repeat use in seven states that represent a wide spectrum of state UI programs within the entire U.S. UI system: Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Oregon, Iowa, Montana, Hawaii, and New Hampshire. The analyses rely on state UI administrative data that provide information on all unemployed workers who started collecting benefits in 2003, a year when the unemployment rate was 6 percent and the insured unemployment rate was 2.8 percent, about the average rates in the United States in the past 20 years. These data provide the following information: recipient socioeconomic characteristics at program entry, benefit amounts collected until the expiration of the 2003 claim, and benefit amounts collected on a new UI claim that started within 12 months of the end of their 2003 claim. Using these data, this article examines the prevalence and costs of repeat use for two types of UI recipients-permanently displaced workers and temporarily laid-off workers.
The results show that more than half of recipients on temporary layoff and nearly a third of displaced recipients started a new claim within 12 months of the expiration of their 2003 claim. Further analysis shows that, among both temporarily laid-off and displaced recipients, repeat use was higher for recipients with relatively weak employment history, those usually employed in volatile sectors and low-skill jobs, low-education workers, and older workers. Repeat users collected substantial benefit amounts on their repeat claims; as a result, the benefit amounts collected by repeat users substantially exceeded those collected by nonrepeat users in all seven states. Finally, the article considers whether providing reemployment assistance to displaced recipients is an effective policy for reducing repeat use. Using Pennsylvania and Hawaii data, the article finds that displaced recipients who were referred to reemployment assistance at the start of their initial claims were much less likely to become repeat users, thus collected substantially lower benefit amounts on repeat claims than their peers.
These results provide some evidence that reemployment assistance may be an effective strategy for reducing repeat use and alleviating its burden on the UI Trust Fund.
Background
The U.S. UI system was established in 1935 with the passage of the Social Security Act, largely as a response to the Great Depression, with the objective to insure U.S. workers against temporary periods of involuntary joblessness. The program provides short-term wage replacement to workers who lost their jobs involuntarily in order to help them sustain their quality of life and make efficient job choices during periods of financial strain.
Each state administers its own program and has a unique set of rules for determining whether unemployed workers who file a UI claim are eligible for benefits. 1 In all states, only UI claimants who lost their job involuntarily are eligible for benefits-job leavers, those who lost their jobs for cause, and new labor force entrants are ineligible. Furthermore, to qualify for benefits, claimants are usually required to have positive earnings in at least two calendar quarters during the claim's base period.
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Once a claimant is deemed eligible for UI benefits, program administrators use information on the claimant's employment and earnings during the base period to determine the weekly benefit amount and the maximum number of weekly benefit payments the claimant is eligible to receive on the claim. Typically, recipients with stable employment throughout the base period are eligible to receive the maximum benefit amount allowed and up to 26 weeks of benefits on their claim, which expires 1 year after the date it was filed. 3 Recipients with less stable work history may be eligible for lower benefit amounts and/or fewer weeks of benefits depending on state rules. At any time after the expiration of the claim, recipients may file for a new UI claim, in which similar criteria are used to determine eligibility.
Benefits are drawn from each state's UI Trust Fund, which in all states-except Alaska, New Jersey, and
Pennsylvania-is exclusively financed through an employer tax. Research on the effectiveness of the UI program would fill hundreds of volumes. Previous work shows that about one-third of unemployed workers in the United States receive UI benefits. 6 Low UI receipt is attributed to several factors, including the fact that job leavers, those who lost their jobs for cause, and new labor force entrants are ineligible for benefits. Low UI receipt also is because of strict eligibility requirements in some states 7 and because many unemployed workers do not know that they may be eligible for benefits. 8 Nevertheless, research shows that UI benefits are sufficient to assist those who do receive benefits to avoid major drops in their consumption through periods of joblessness, 9 providing substantial countercyclical stimulus for the U.S. economy.
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Researchers and policymakers have been concerned historically about the adverse effects of partial replacement of lost earnings on the reemployment of UI recipients. In fact, previous research shows that the generosity of UI benefits, as measured by the wage replacement ratio and the duration of benefits, leads to increases in unemployment duration 11 and has an adverse effect on the work search effort of unemployed workers and of employed workers who face an impending layoff. 12 Another area of concern is maintaining the solvency of the UI Trust Fund without compromising the fundamental objective of the program. 13 By retaining the solvency of their UI Trust Fund, states avoid seeking federal support or increasing employer taxes to cover a potential deficit. Previous work has discussed several strategies for controlling benefit payments and maintaining UI Trust Fund solvency, including implementing stricter eligibility requirements, adjusting benefit amounts and duration to reduce disincentive effects, imposing strict work search requirements for retaining eligibility, and providing reemployment and job search assistance to hard-to-employ recipients. 14 An issue that has received limited attention in the literature is the prevalence of repeat use. For the purposes of this article, "repeat use" refers to the phenomenon in which UI recipients start a new UI claim within a year after their initial claim expires. Repeat use is an important policy concern for a variety of reasons. For example, repeat users are likely to be permanently displaced workers who lack the necessary skills and job search resources to find a sustainable job while collecting benefits and thus experience unemployment soon after the 4 end of their initial claim. Many repeat users also may be recipients who are usually employed in seasonal or low-skill jobs and thus experience frequent temporary periods of joblessness. Recipients with an inconsistent attachment to the workforce-either because of their inability to find a stable job or because of the volatile nature of their work-may need reemployment assistance to find stable employment; otherwise, they may become frequent users of the UI system throughout their worklife. Another policy concern is that repeat use may be partially caused by recipients who are not actually interested in obtaining stable employment and rely on the fact that they may qualify for a repeat claim. Regardless of its causes, repeat use potentially may impose a significant burden on the UI Trust Fund; since repeat users collect benefits on multiple claims, they are likely to collect much higher-than-average benefit amounts. Furthermore, repeat users start a new UI claim soon after the end of their initial claim, so they are likely to collect benefit amounts that exceed the contributions of their employers to the system, causing a deficit in the UI Trust Fund. Canada conducted the survey and collected information on UI use for the period 1996-1998. Using the survey responses, two separate studies found that more than half of all individuals who collected UI in 1996 had at least one repeat claim during the study period. 17 These studies also showed that men, older workers, workers with no high school diploma, and workers in construction and agriculture, fishing, and forestry were significantly more likely than average to become repeat users.
Another study examined repeat use by relying on Canadian UI administrative data for the period 1971-1989, showing that about 40 percent of male and female displaced workers who started a UI claim during the study period returned to the program within a year of the start of their initial claim. 18 The same study showed that repeat use was more prevalent for younger workers; workers in construction, agriculture, forestry, and fishing;
and individuals with an inconsistent employment history. A study by de Raaf et al. examined repeat use for workers employed in seasonal jobs using the 1993 and 1996 Survey of Labour and Income Dynamics, a longitudinal panel survey that followed a representative sample of Canadian households for a period of 3 years. 19 The study showed 61 percent of workers employed in seasonal jobs had repeat UI claims during the study period; men, older workers, workers with no high school diploma, and married workers were significantly more likely than average to have repeat UI claims. 5 The results of these studies, although dated, show that repeat use is very common in the Canadian UI system, possibly suggesting that many unemployed workers lack the skills needed to secure sustainable employment or that the existence of the program provides some workers with the opportunity to hold temporary or seasonal jobs-instead of pursuing more permanent jobs-and use UI to replace a portion of their lost earnings when their employment ends. The studies also show that certain groups of displaced workers are much more likely than others are to become frequent UI users. These results raise concerns about the efficacy of the Canadian UI system and have important implications for future policy decisions to improve its effectiveness and financial viability. Similar research is essential to shed light on the prevalence and consequences of repeat use in the U.S. UI program; the objective of this article is to fill this research gap.
Data overview
For the analyses, this article uses UI administrative data from seven states that represent a wide spectrum of UI (20 percent) were the largest sectors following the services sector. In the states where occupation is available (Oregon, Montana, and Hawaii), the majority of recipients were blue-collar workers. 25 In addition, no more than 10 percent of recipients were conducting their job search through a union hiring hall in states where this information is available. Also reported are recipient distributions by gender, race, ethnicity, age, education, disability status, citizenship, and veteran status.
The seven states in this study represent a wide variety of programs in terms of average eligibility duration. New
Hampshire and Hawaii were uniform eligibility states, where all recipients were entitled to 26 weeks of benefits.
In Pennsylvania, UI eligibility duration was either 16 or 26 weeks, whereas eligibility varied from 8-26 weeks in
Iowa and Montana, 13-26 weeks in North Carolina, and 3-26 weeks in Oregon. 26 Furthermore, although the weekly benefit amount in all seven states was determined based on the claimant's base-period wages, state differences in average wages and in the generosity of the UI program caused disparities in average entitlements. State disparities in eligibility duration and benefit entitlements are presented in table 1. For example, recipients in Montana were eligible for the fewer number of weeks and lower weekly benefit amounts than were recipients in any of the other states; thus, on average, Montana recipients collected fewer benefit weeks and amounts on their claim. In contrast, Hawaii and Pennsylvania had the highest entitlements, and recipients in these states collected higher-than-average total benefit amounts. Overall, the seven state UI 30 The expectation is that the likelihood of returning to the UI program soon after the end of the initial claim would vary across key recipient characteristics that capture workforce attachment, job types, and human capital. For example, weak prior attachment to the workforce (prior UI claim, short tenure with prior employer) may indicate that the recipient is unable or, perhaps, unwilling to establish a consistent attachment to the workforce, thus more likely to become a repeat user. It also is likely that repeat use varies by job type-for example, recipients in volatile sectors such as construction and in blue-collar occupations may experience frequent unemployment spells, so they would be more likely to start a repeat claim. Similarly, recipients with low levels of human capital (low education, younger workers, etc.) may be less likely than are others to obtain stable employment while collecting benefits on their initial claim. To assess the relationship between repeat use and characteristics related to workforce attachment, job types, and human capital, the following model is used: These results show that repeat use was more prevalent for recipients in construction, a volatile and cyclical sector, in which workers are likely to experience frequent periods of unemployment.
The analyses also show that displaced recipients in blue-collar occupations were more likely than were their white-collar peers to become repeat users in Oregon, Montana, and Hawaii. In Oregon, white-collar high-skilled workers and white-collar low-skilled recipients were 11.5 percentage points less likely than were blue-collar lowskilled recipients to become repeat users. Further, blue-collar high-skilled recipients in Oregon and Hawaii were 7.4 and 18.6 percentage points less likely than were their blue-collar low-skilled peers to return to the program, respectively. These results partially reflect the fact that blue-collar jobs were less stable than white-collar jobs, as evidenced by unemployment rate differences between these two groups during the study period. Results also show a strong relationship between repeat use and union status in Pennsylvania, Oregon, Iowa, and Montana. Recipients who were conducting their job search through a union hiring hall in these states were 20.0 to 32.9 percentage points more likely than their peers to become repeat users. Interestingly, the positive relationship between union and repeat use is very strong across the four states in which this information is available, including Oregon and Montana, in which the models also control for industry and occupation. These results are consistent with the findings of previous research that unions serve as good sources of information on the UI program for displaced workers, thus union members are overrepresented in the UI population. 32 Education is the most important human capital predictor of repeat use in the four states where this information is available (Pennsylvania, North Carolina, Hawaii, and New Hampshire). For example, in Pennsylvania, recipients with a college degree and those with a postgraduate degree were 6.1 and 7.4 percentage points less likely to become repeat users than were recipients with no more than a high school diploma. Similar results were obtained in the remaining three states, with the exception of Hawaii, where only those with a postgraduate degree were less likely to become repeat users. 33 The negative relationship between repeat use and education is partly attributable to that college-educated workers were less likely than were their peers to experience unemployment during the study period. 34 Finally, the results show a strong relationship between repeat use and age. Younger recipients (less than 25 years old) were much less likely than prime-age recipients (25-54 years old) to become repeat users. On the other hand, older recipients (55+ years old) were more likely to become repeat users in most states than were prime-age recipients. These differences may be caused by the fact that younger workers may be less likely than their peers to find another job that has UI coverage, thus less likely to be eligible for a repeat claim once they lose their new jobs.
35 Table 4 presents the regression results for recipients on temporary layoff, which are mostly similar to those for displaced recipients. Workers on temporary layoff with prior UI use were much more likely than were those with no prior UI use to become repeat users. In addition, workers in blue-collar, low-skill occupations and those in construction and other sectors were significantly more likely than were their peers to start a new UI claim within 12 months of the end of their initial claim. Finally, a significant negative relationship was found between education attainment and repeat use and a significant positive relationship between age and repeat use for workers on temporary layoff. These results indicate that, even among recipients on temporary layoff, those with a weak prior workforce attachment, those employed in cyclical sectors and low-skill jobs, and older lesseducated workers are more likely to become repeat users. 
Financial burden of repeat use
The high prevalence of repeat use, as evidenced by the analyses just presented, raises concerns about the potential financial burden that repeat use imposes on the UI Trust Fund. Recipients who return to the program soon after their initial claim ends are likely to receive much higher total benefit amounts than their peers.
Perhaps more importantly, repeat users may collect benefits that exceed the contributions of their employers to the system, causing a potentially major source of deficit for the UI Trust Fund. When information on the benefit amounts collected on the entire 2003 claim and on the repeat claim is used, it is easy to compare the total benefit amounts that repeat users and nonrepeat users collected. Tables 5 and 6 present these comparisons for displaced and temporarily laid-off recipients, respectively.
As shown in table 5, the average displaced repeat user in Pennsylvania collected $5,187 in benefits on the entire 2003 claim and $4,777 on the repeat claim. Thus, the average displaced repeat user in Pennsylvania collected $9,964 in total benefits, which is much higher than the $5,578 collected by the average nonrepeat user. As the table's right column shows, displaced repeat users collected $4,386 higher total benefit amounts than their peers collected-this difference is statistically significant at the 1-percent level. Similar results are obtained for the remaining states, in which the difference in total benefits collected between repeat and nonrepeat users ranged from $2,386 in Oregon to $5,746 in Hawaii. Notably, repeat users in Pennsylvania and
Hawaii collected much higher benefit amounts than did those in the remaining states, which is likely connected to the fact that these two states provided the highest benefit duration and monetary entitlements to eligible recipients (see table 1 ).
Notes: (1) Difference is the mean in total benefit amounts collected between repeat users and nonrepeat users, with standard error in parentheses.
**Statistically significant at 1 percent. Note: Reported are the average total benefit amounts collected, with standard deviations in parentheses. Source: State UI administrative data. Table 6 shows that repeat users on temporary layoff collected much higher benefit amounts than their peers collected in each of the seven states, with the difference ranging from $2,565 in North Carolina to $4,869 in
Hawaii. Interestingly, a comparison of the figures in tables 5 and 6 shows that in all states except Montana, repeat users on temporary layoff collected significantly lower total benefit amounts than did displaced repeat users. These disparities are partly because displaced recipients had a steadier work history during the claim's base period, thus higher benefit entitlements. In fact, separate analyses show that in all seven states, displaced repeat users had higher benefit entitlements on their initial and repeat claims than temporarily laid-off repeat users. Similar disparities existed between displaced and temporarily laid-off nonrepeat users.
**Statistically significant at 1 percent. Note: Reported are the average total benefit amounts received, with standard deviations in parentheses. Source: State UI administrative data.
Separate calculations show that repeat users in these seven states collected a total of more than $1. States use an experience-based system to determine employer UI tax rates, in which employers with high layoff rates-including, presumably, those responsible for repeat use-have higher tax rates. Therefore, employers system to penalize those employers with higher UI tax rates. On the other hand, the repeat use burden would not be an important policy concern if those employers had sufficiently high UI tax rates under the current experience-based system to cover the burden. Unfortunately, the data in this study do not contain information on employer UI contributions, thus this study does not attempt to tackle this question.
Reemployment assistance and repeat use
Considering that the analyses were conducted during a period of moderate unemployment, the findings of this study raise important policy concerns. High repeat use rates suggest that many recipients are unable to establish a consistent attachment to the workforce either because of the lack of necessary skills or the cyclical nature of their work. Both among displaced and temporarily laid-off recipients, repeat use was higher for those in cyclical sectors, those in low-skill jobs, and those with no college education. Repeat use also may be due to moral hazard; some recipients may be unwilling to exert the necessary effort to secure stable employment, relying on the fact that they may qualify for a repeat claim. This assertion is reasonable, considering that repeat use was substantially higher for workers with a short tenure with their prior employers and those with a history of using UI benefits.
The high prevalence of repeat use among displaced recipients is particularly disconcerting because it indicates that many of them struggle to find sustainable jobs while collecting benefits. The latter may be due to several factors, including that many displaced recipients lack the necessary skills or job search resources to find sustainable employment. Such recipients may become frequent users of the UI system throughout their worklife.
Therefore, it is of particular interest to assess whether providing reemployment services to displaced recipients at the start of their initial claim is an effective policy tool for reducing repeat use. 37 During the study period, the only reemployment assistance program that specifically targeted displaced recipients is the WPRS program. This program requires states to use a profiling mechanism to identify displaced workers most likely to exhaust benefits on their claim and refer them to reemployment services, which may include individual skills assessment, job counseling sessions, job search workshops, and other resources available at the local workforce office. Most states use a profiling model that estimates the likelihood of exhaustion based on observed recipient characteristics, such as education, prior UI receipt, industry, and occupation. 38 Each week, based on available resources at each local workforce office, states refer recipients with the highest profiling scores (i.e., predicted likelihood of exhausting benefits) to WPRS. 39 Displaced recipients referred to WPRS are required to receive those services, otherwise they forfeit their UI eligibility.
Temporarily laid-off recipients are exempt from WPRS requirements.
Multiple researchers have shown that reemployment assistance provided by the public workforce development system and the WPRS program, in particular, is effective in reducing initial UI spells (i.e., number of UI weeks collected by recipients on their initial claim). 40 Some of this research also has shown that reemployment assistance may have long-term impacts. For example, Bloom finds that reemployment services provided by the Texas Worker Adjustment Demonstration were effective in assisting displaced workers stay employed longer and reduce their future UI spells. 41 Corson and Haimson find that displaced workers who were offered reemployment services by the New Jersey Job Search Assistance demonstration were more likely than were their peers to find sustainable jobs and avoid future unemployment spells. 42 However, limited evidence exists on the effectiveness of reemployment services in reducing repeat use.
The Pennsylvania and Hawaii data used in this article report which recipients were referred to WPRS at the start of their 2003 UI claim. 43 Using this information, this article produces evidence about the potential efficacy of referral to reemployment services in reducing repeat use and the benefit amounts received on repeat claims. As just indicated, the likelihood of referral to WPRS is based on the recipient's profiling score and the available resources at the local workforce office where the recipient is assigned. Specifically, each week, recipients with the highest profiling scores in each local workforce office are referred to services. This selection procedure produces an implicit profiling score cutoff point-each week, recipients with profiling scores below the cutoff point have a zero probability of being referred to services, while those above the cutoff point have a high probability of being referred to services. Based on this referral mechanism, one can estimate the impact of WPRS referral on recipient repeat use outcomes through a regression discontinuity design, in which the outcomes of recipients with a profiling score marginally above the cutoff point are compared with the outcomes of recipients with a profiling score marginally below the cutoff point. Unfortunately, recipient profiling scores and their local workforce office were not reported in the data, so implementing this approach is not feasible.
Instead, this article assesses the potential impact of WPRS on repeat use by estimating two models for Pennsylvania and Hawaii, in which the dependent variables are the likelihood of repeat use and the benefit amounts collected on the repeat claim. These models include all recipient characteristics used in the repeat use models (as shown in table 3) and WPRS Referral, a dummy variable that equals 1 if the recipient was referred to WPRS and 0 else. Although recipient profiling score is unavailable, the specifications include all characteristics used to construct the profiling score in Pennsylvania (industry, tenure, benefit entitlement, education, county of residence, and month of claim) and in Hawaii (prior use of UI, occupation, tenure, education, benefit entitlement, county of residence, and month of claim). Furthermore, although the local workforce office in which the claim was filed is not reported in the data, the specifications include workforce area fixed effects (i.e., the workforce area that includes the local workforce office where the claim was filed) and county of residence fixed effects. The profiling score variables and the workforce area and county of residence fixed effects capture, to a great extent, the variation in the likelihood of services referral produced by the WPRS selection mechanism. Thus, although the parameters of WPRS Referral do not constitute unbiased estimates of the effect of reemployment services on repeat use outcomes, they do strongly indicate whether such services may be effective in reducing repeat use. THIS ARTICLE PRESENTS EVIDENCE of the prevalence of repeat use of UI benefits during a period of moderate unemployment using administrative data from seven states that represent a wide spectrum of programs in the U.S. UI system. The results show that more than half of temporarily laid-off recipients and more than a quarter of displaced recipients in 2003 started a new UI claim within 12 months of the end of their initial claim. The high prevalence of repeat use for recipients on temporary layoff was perhaps not surprising, because they are typically employed in seasonal sectors and experience frequent short-term unemployment spells.
Furthermore, because they are not required to search for a job or receive reemployment assistance to remain eligible for benefits, most of the recipients on temporary layoff are likely to return to their prior jobs, thus experience unemployment soon after their initial claim expires. In contrast, the high repeat use rates for displaced recipients are quite revealing and suggest that many displaced recipients are unable to find sustainable jobs and establish a consistent attachment to the workforce.
Multivariate regression analyses show that recipient prior workforce attachment, job types, and human capital characteristics strongly predict repeat use for both displaced and temporarily laid-off recipients. Workers with a weak prior workforce attachment, as captured by prior participation in the UI program and short tenure with their prior employer, were significantly more likely to become repeat users than were their peers. Repeat use also was higher for recipients usually employed in cyclical sectors, particularly construction, and in blue-collar jobs, particularly low-skill jobs. The most important human capital predictors of repeat use were education and age;
recipients with a college education and younger recipients were less likely to return to the program. Overall, these results show that repeat use is more prevalent for workers with an inconsistent employment history, those employed in low-skill and/or cyclical jobs, workers with low education, and older workers. Therefore, state UI programs that have a large intake of such workers are likely to experience high repeat use rates.
This study also shows that repeat use is very costly for the UI Trust Fund. Repeat users collected substantial benefit amounts on their repeat claims and, as a result, collected much higher benefit amounts than nonrepeat users. The benefit amounts collected by repeat users on their repeat claim accounted for about a third of the amounts collected by all UI recipients in the seven states during the study period. These results have important policy implications. States use an experience-based system to determine employer UI tax rates, which presumably imposes higher rates on employers responsible for repeat use. If in fact these employers have higher UI tax rates and their contributions suffice to cover the repeat use burden, then repeat use is not a cause of deficit for the UI Trust Fund. On the other hand, if the repeat use burden is not covered by the contributions of employers responsible for repeat use, states may want to adjust their system to penalize these employers with higher UI tax rates.
Finally, this article examines whether providing reemployment assistance to displaced recipients is an effective policy for reducing repeat use. With Pennsylvania and Hawaii data used, it is evident that displaced recipients who were referred to reemployment services under the WPRS program were 34 percent and 40 percent less likely than their peers to become repeat users, respectively. As a result, displaced recipients who were referred to reemployment services collected substantially lower benefit amounts on their repeat claims relative to their peers. These results provide some evidence that providing reemployment assistance to displaced recipients early in their initial claims may be an effective policy for reducing the prevalence and financial burden of repeat use.
In conclusion, this article fills a conspicuous gap in the literature about the prevalence of repeat use and its implications for the effectiveness and solvency of the U.S. UI system. The findings highlight the importance of better understanding the causes and consequences of repeat use, including examining repeat use during periods of high unemployment, particularly during the most recent recession, and assessing the effect of repeat use on the solvency of the UI Trust Fund and employer UI taxes. Finally, further research is needed to assist policymakers and program administrators identify strategies, including reemployment assistance, to help unemployed workers establish a strong attachment to the workforce and avoid becoming repeat users of the UI system. 
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